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BACKGROUND

By letter dated October 1, 1984, Loufsiana Light and Power Company (LPA&L)
submitted a Detailed Control Room Design Review (DCRDR) Program Plan
(Reference 1) for the Waterford Steam Electric Station, Unit 3 (Waterford).
Subsequently, the lice~se. submitted a Summary Report (SR) for the Wate ford
DCRDR dated April 30, .985 (Reference 2) in order to satisfy the requirements
of Supplement 1 to NUREG-0737.

The results of the review of the licensee's Program Plan and SR conducted by
the staff and its consultants from Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory
(LLNL) were provided in the Safety Evaluation (SE, Reference 3) dated October
30, 1985, and 1ts attached Technical Evaluatior Report (TER). The 1985 SE also
reported on (1) the results of a pre-implementation sudit of the Waterford
DCRDR conducted by the staff and its consultants from LLNL on June 3-6, 1985,
and (2) a review of the licensee's letter dated July 17, 1985 (Reference 4)
which provided additionz] information on the licensee's DCRDR.

This Supplemental Safety Evaluation (SSE) is based on the following: (1) review
of the haterford DCPDR first Supplemental Summary Report (SSR1, Reference 5) by
the staff and its consultants from LLNL reported in & letter dated August 28,
1986 (Peference 6); (2) staff review of the waterford DCRDR second Supplemental
Summary Report (SSR2) cated October 14, 1986 (Reference 7); (3) an onsite audit
of the Waterford DCRPR by the staff on June 16, 1987; (4) staff review of the
1icensee's letter dated July 28, 1987 (Reference B) that responded to the NRC's
letter of July 2, 1987 (Reference 9), requesting additional informetion about
the DCRDR at Waterford; and gs) staff review of the licensee's letter dated
August 3, 1988 (Reference 10), responding to sddi-ticna] informetion requested
during the conference call with the licensee on May 4, 1988.

EVALUATION

The steff evaluation of the Waterford DCRDR is provided below. The evaluation
is consistent with Section 18.1, Revision 0 of NUREG-0800, "Standard Review
Plan," (Reference 11). This evaluation is based on all information availeble
to date and is presented in the same order as the DCRDR elements are identified
in Supplement 1 to NUREG-0737 (Reference 12).
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Establishment of a multidisciplinary review team

The staff concludes, based on the 1985 SE, that the licensee established a
qualified multidisciplinary review team and has, therefore, satisfied this
requirement of Supplement 1 to NUREG-0727.

Function and task analysis to identify control room operator tasks and informa-

tion and control requirements during emergency cperations

The staff requested additicnal information concerning the function and task
analysis by letter dated July 2, 1987. By letter dated July 28, 1987, the
licensee responded (1) that each of the 190 tasks identified during the task
andlysis had been evaluated to determine the match between task elements and
appropriate and suiteble control room instrumentation, (2) that the task
analysis yielded a number of HEDs separately and in conjunction with cther
review processes, and (3) that the validity of the task analysis had been
demonstrated because (i) each of the 190 tasks had been evaluated with findings
consistent with the findings of other DCRDR processes, (i1) the task analysis
process/verification paralleled the guidance of NUREG-0700 (Reference 13), &nd
(111) the task anmalysis followed the specifications in Military Standard-H-46855
(Ref2rence 14).

based on its review of results of the function and task analysis contained

in the licensee's submittals (SSR1, SSR2, and the letter of July 28, 1987) and
discussions during the onsite 22dit of June 16, 1987, the staff conciudes that
the licensee's function and task 2nalysis is acceptable and satisfies this
requirement of Supplement 1 to NUREG-0737.

Comparison of display and control requirements with a control room inventory

fased on tre information provided in the licensee's sudmittals (SSR1, SSR2,
and the letcer of July 28, 1987) and discussions and control room observations
during the onsite audit of June 16, 1987, the staff finds that the information,
control, and display reqLirements compare with the controls and displays
aveailable. The staff, therefore, concludes that the licensee has satisfied
this requirement of Supplement 1 to NUREG-0737.

Cuntrol room survey to identif; deviations from accepted human factors principles

The staff finds, based on the 1985 SE, that the licensee has conducted an
acceptable control room survey to identify deviations from accepted human
factors principles and hes satisfied this requirement of Supplement 1 to
NUREG-0737.

Assessment of human engineering discrepancies to determine which are signifi-
cant and shculd be corrected

The staff finds, based on the 1985 SE, that the licensee has assessed HEDs to
determine which are significant and should be corrécted and, therefore,
conciudes that the licensee has satisfied this recuirement of Supplement 1 to
NUREG-0737.




Selectiorn of design improvements

In the SE, the staff concluded that the licensee's methodology (described

in the sn5 was acceptable for selecting control room desion improvements that
would correct safety significant HEDs. ‘!llowever, the staff requested additional
“nformation on certain HEDs to complete its evaluation. Subsequently, the
licensee provided additional information by letters dated April 1, 1986,

July 28, 1987, and August 3, 1988 The staff finds the explanations
commitments, and schedules as provided in these submittals are sat1sfactory and,
therefore, concludes that the licensee has satisfied this requirement of
Supplement 1 to NUREG-0737.

Verification that selecteu improvements will provide the necessary correction
and will not introduce new human engineering discrepancies

The staff finds, based on the 1985 SE, that the licensee's proposed or
implemented design modifications have been or will be verified to provide the
necessary corrections without introducing additional HEDs. Therefore, the
staff corcludes that the LP&L verification program is acceptable and meets
this requirement of Supplement 1 to KUREG-0737.

Coordination of control room improvements with changes ‘‘rom other Supplement 1
to NUREG-0737 initiatives

The staff finds, based on the 1985 SE, that the licensee has or will
coordinate control room improvements with changes resuiting from other
improvement programs. Therefore, the staff concludes that the LPAL
coordination program is acceptable and meets this requirement of
Supplement 1 to NUREG-0737.

CONCLUSION

Based on a review of all the above mentioned documentation, discussions with

the licensee and observations in the Waterford control room, the staff concludes
that LP&L has conducted a DCRDR that satisties all nine of the requirements of
Supplement 1 to NUREG-0737.
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